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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Lessthan one-half of working households and |ess than two-fifths of elderly households that are
thought to be eligible for food stamps actually received them in 1994. One way of increasing our
understanding of thereasonsfor theselow ratesof participationin the Food Stamp Program (FSP) would
beto conduct anationa survey of nonparticipantswho aredigiblefor the program. Because such asurvey
would haveto overcome conceptua and operational challenges, the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS)
of the U.S. Department of Agriculture contracted with Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. to design and
test asurvey of the reasonsfor nonparticipation amnong low-income working and elderly households. This
report discusses our experiences conducting apretest of this survey and our recommendationsfor the
design and fielding of alarger national survey about the reasons for nonparticipation in the FSP.

Wefaced three mgor challengesin designing asurvey of the reasonsfor nonparticipation in the FSP.
Thefirst challenge wasto identify people who were eligible for the FSP but did not participate in the
program. No listsof these peopleexist, so we needed to start with arandom-digit-dialing (RDD) sample
frame. Second, to identify personswho were eligible for food stamps, we needed to strike a balance
between asking detailed and often sengitive questionsto make an accurate determination of digibility, and
keeping the screening interview short and the response rate high. The third challenge wasto develop
guestionnaires that collected sufficient information to identify the reasons for nonparticipation.

OVERVIEW OF THE PRETEST

An RDD frame was used to identify FSP nonparticipants who were likely to be eligible for food
stamps. We called nearly 17,000 tel ephone numbersto identify 484 nonparticipants who were likely to
bedigiblefor food stampsand met our other criteriafor inclusoninthesample. Weasoidentified 92 FSP
participantsusing RDD. Another 86 FSP participantswereidentified from alist of program participants
provided by state FSP agencies. A short screening interview was used to check whether the respondents
met our criteriafor inclusion inthe sample. The survey pretest began in January 1998 and lasted about
three months.

A main questionnaire was administered to 451 respondentswho met our criteriafor inclusioninthe
sample. Thequestionnairesasked about characteristics of the househol ds, attitudes, experienceswiththe
FSP and, if the respondents were nonparticipants, about the reasons they did not participate in the
program. Wedeveloped eight different versions of the questionnaire. Each type of respondent--working
nonparticipant, working participant, e derly nonparticipant, € derly participant--wasadministered adifferent
guestionnaire. And for each type of respondent, we used two different lengths of interviews--ashort and
along version.

The number of personsdigiblefor food stamp benefits was estimated from Survey of Income and
Program Participation data and the number of participants was calculated from Food Stamp Program
administrative data (Stavrianos, 1997).



All theinitia screeninginterviewswere conducted by telephone. To test whether the questionnaires
could aso be administered in-person, we administered about 15 percent of the questionnairesin-person.
The pretest took place in six urban sites and two rural sites.

CONCLUSIONSAND RECOMMENDATIONS

Our experiences and findings during the pretest suggest the following conclusions and
recommendations regarding conducting a national survey of the reasons for nonparticipation.

1. ItisFeasbleto Conduct a Stand-Alone Survey on the Reasonsfor Nonparticipation

The pretest showed that it is feasible to conduct a stand-alone survey about the reasons for
nonparticipation. However, the survey would require considerable survey resources, mainly because of
the difficultiesidentifying survey respondents. We estimate that it would take just over 18,000 hours of
interviewer labor toidentify asampleof about 1,000 FSP-€ligiblenonparticipantsfromworking households
and 1,000 eligible nonparticipants from elderly households.

2. A List-FrameisNeeded if the Survey isto Include FSP Participants

If RDD isbeing used toidentify nonpartici pants, identifying participantsat thesametimerequireslittle
additional interviewer time. However, identifying participants by RDD oncethe sample of nonparticipants
has been identified ismany times more costly than identifying participants usng thelig-frame. Aswefound
working and el derly participant househol dswere not as prevaent in the population asworking and el derly
nonparticipant households, amixed-frame design would bethe most efficient oneif participants areincluded
in the survey.

3. A Final Response Rate of About 65 Percent Could Be Achieved on a Stand-Alone Survey
on the Reasonsfor Nonparticipation

Nonresponseisaconcern because, if the factors that determine whether a person respondsto the
survey are related to the reasons for nonparticipation, the survey findings may be biased. The overal
response rate to the pretest survey was about 51 percent--the response rate to the screening interviews
was just under 60 percent; the completion rate to the main questionnaires was 85 percent. With the
recommended changesto the survey, the response rate to the screening interviewsin anational survey
could be as high as 70 percent and the completion rate to the main questionnaire as high as 90 or 95
percent, yielding an overal responserate to the survey of 630 67 percent. The recommended changes
to the survey that would have the most effect on the response rate are:
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C Changingtheorder of thequestionson the RDD screeninginterview, so that theinterviewer
begins with questionsdirectly related to the FSP and does not ask about income until the
fourth or fifth question.

C Adding more interviewer probes to the screening interview to assure respondents of
confidentiality.

C Sending an advance |etter about the study to persons on the RDD sample frame with listed
addresses.

C Lengtheningthefield periodtoincreasethe number of RDD telephone numbersfor whichthe
residential status can be determined.

C Increasing thelikelihood that the respondent to the screening interview can aso respond to
themain questionnaire by relaxing thecriteriafor determining the household member who can
respond to the main questionnaire.

C Administering a main questionnaire shorter than the long version used in the pretest.

4. The RDD Screening Interview Used in the Pretest Strikes the Right Balance Between
Determining Eligibility and Minimizing Nonresponse

Most previous studies of FSP nonparticipation used crude screening rules to create samples of
nonparticipantswho were likely to be eigible for food samps. The RDD screening interview used in the
pretest used more sophisticated screening rulesthat required data on income, vehicles, and assets. Even
30, we estimate that 38 percent of the respondents found eligible by the RDD screening interview seem to
be FSP-indligible based on information given later intheinterview. The screeninginterview used inthe
pretest, with some changes, hitsabout theright bal ance between thetwo objectives of keeping theinterview
short and simple and predicting FSP eligibility well.

5. TheScreeninglnterview and Main Questionnair es Should be Administered Using Computer
Assisted Survey Methods

A nationa survey about nonparticipation should use computer ass sted survey interviews(CASI) for
both the screening interviews and the main questionnaires. CASI supports sample management and
scheduling, aidstheinterviewer in conducting complex skip logic, and automati cally determineswhether
the respondent iseligible for the sample. Using CASI will shorten the administration times of the main
guestionnaires.
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6. A Survey About the Reasons for Nonparticipation Should Include a Small Sample of
Households Without Telephones and Ask Telephone Households About Telephone
Interruptions

About 20 percent of low-income households do not have working telephones. Because households
without telephones may have different reasons for not participating in the FSP than households with
telephones, a national survey of the reasons for nonparticipation should include a small sample of
respondentswithout tel ephones. Interviewerswould administer both ascreeninginterview andthemain
guestionnaire in-person.

Becauseworking and el derly FSP-dligible householdsthat do not have telephonesare not common,
considerable survey resourceswould be needed to identify such households. For thisreason, thesample
of non-telephone househol dswould need to be small and screening for them should take placein areaswith
a high concentration of non-telephone households.

Toreducetherequired sample size of non-tel ephone househol ds, we recommend collecting dataabout
past interruptions of telephone service from households currently with telephones. If non-telephone
househol dsand househol dswithinterruptionsin tel egphone service have s milar reasonsfor not participating
in the FSP, data on interruptions in telephone service can be used to statistically adjust for the under-
representation of non-telephone households.

We also recommend that both FSP participants and FSP-€ligible nonparticipant non-telephone
househol ds be administered the main questionnaires. By interviewing all FSP-eligible non-telephone
households, information would be collected to determine the FSP participation rate among non-telephone
households. It may be that the participation rate is so high among non-tel ephone households, that
nonparticipation among non-telephone households is not a concern.

7. A Quegtionnaire About Nonparticipation Should I nclude Closed-Ended Structured Questions
About Nonparticipation

In previous surveys, the questions about nonparticipation were typically broad and open-ended and
elicited responses that were too vague to inform policy decisions. Hence, we designed aseries of direct
closed-ended questionsabout the reasonsfor nonparticipation. Each question asked whether aparticular
reason was applicableto therespondent. At the end of the series of questions, we asked whether there
were other reasonswhy the respondent did not participate and which wasthe most important reason that
the respondent did not participate. For some reasons, more detailed follow-up questions were asked.
Even on their own, these questions could provide much detailed information about the reasons for
nonparticipation.
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8. A Questionnaire About Nonparticipation Should Include Questions to Deter mine FSP
Eligibility, Food Security, and Sour ces of Food Assistance

Questionsto determinethelikely FSP igibility of the respondent are important because including
persons who are not eligible for food stamps in the sample may bias the survey findings. Because of
concernsabout the responserate, the screening interview cannot ask al the detailed questionsrequired to
determine FSPdigibility. However, someof these questions can be asked later inthemaininterview when
the interviewer has established rapport with the respondent.

Dataon food security areimportant becauseif most nonparticipants are food secure, the FSP may
be meseting itsmission of providing food assistance to those who need it, and low rates of participation are
not a cause for concern.

Thefindingsfrom the pretest suggest that many working and el derly households do not participatein
the FSP because they feel they did not need food stamps. It isimportant to determine whether thelack
of need is because nonparticipants are receiving food assistance from other sources such as other
government programs, charities, family, or friends.

9. The Questionnaires Developed For This Study Should be Revised to Address FSP
Nonparticipation I ssues Arising from Recent Welfare Reform

Changes associated with recent welfare reform may have affected the likelihood that working
householdsand, to alesser extent, elderly househol ds participateinthe FSP. FSP participation may have
been affected in three ways. First, Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) clients who
discontinue TANF receipt because they find work, reach the time limits for TANF receipt, or are
sanctioned for not meeting TANF work requirements may discontinue receipt of food stamp benefitsat the
sametime evenif they aredill digiblefor food stamp benefits. Second, welfare reform may have reduced
thelikelihood that persons applying for TANF aso apply for food stamp benefitsat thesametime, because
TANF gpplicants are not made aware of their igibility for food stamp benefitsat thistime. Third, welfare
reform may haveincreased the importance of psychological factors, such asthe stigmaof FSP receipt or
useor the desireto be self-sufficient, asreasonsfor nonparticipation. With some minor revisions, the
guestionnaires could collect information on how welfare reform has affected the reasons for
nonparticipation in the FSP.

10. A 20-Minute Main Questionnaire Would Collect Sufficient Information About
Nonparticipation To Make Policy Decisions

Because of concerns of respondent burden and response rates, we recommend using adightly shorter
version of the long questionnaires that would take about 20 minutes to administer. 1t would include
guestionsabout thereasonsfor nonparticipation, previousexperiencesrespondentshave had applying for
and using food stamps, food security and sources of food ass stance, the demographic composition of the
household, and questions about income, expenses, and vehicles.
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11. If Survey ResourcesareLimited, Consideration Should Be Given To Excluding Participants
From the Survey

We recommend that FNS consider conducting atelephone survey of only nonparticipants. A survey
of nonparticipantswoul d save cong derabl e survey resourcesand coul d provide sufficient informati on about
the reasonsfor nonparticipation to inform policy. Comparisonsof participants and nonparticipantsyield
findingsthat are suggestive of reasonsfor nonparticipation but rarely providefirm evidencethat aparticular
reason isimportant. If resources permitted, surveying participants does allow comparisons between
participants and nonparticipants of economic and demographic characteristics and previous experiences
with the FSPwhich are useful inidentifying types of personswho are most likely to not participate. 1t dso
alowsan exploration of thewaysinwhich participantsovercamered or perceived barriersto participation.
However, comparisons between parti ¢ipants and nonparti cipants of househol d demographic and economic
characteristics, sources of other food assistance, and food security can be made from existing data.

12. Condderation Should be Given To Adding A M odule About FSP Nonparticipation to Another
Household Survey

An dternativeto conducting astand-alone survey would beto add a short modul e about the reasons
for FSP nonparticipation to another household survey. The module would begin with the screening
guestions, and only personswho meet the criteriain the screening interview would then be asked questions
about nonparticipation. At aminimum, we recommend a15- to 20-minute modulethat includes: (1) the
screening questions, (2) the direct questions about nonparticipation, (3) questions about whether the
respondent has previoudly applied for or used food stamps, (4) questions about food security and sources
of food assistance.

Adding amoduleto an existing househol d survey would significantly reducethe costsof collectingthe
datasince only the additional costs associated with alonger interview would beincurred. Depending on
the survey to which the moduleis added, the response rate to the questions may aso be higher. Some
household surveys contain detail ed questions about income by source, and these data could be used to
screenfor digibility for the add-on module on nonparticipation. However, the household survey that the
moduleisadded to must belarge enough to ensure sufficient samples of FSP-eligible nonparticipantsin
working and elderly households.
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. INTRODUCTION

Lessthan one-half of working households and |essthan two-fifthsof el derly householdsthat were
thought to bedligiblefor food stamps actualy received themin January 1994 (Stavrianos 1997).2 Oneway
of increasing our understanding of the reasons for these low rates of participation in the Food Stamp
Program (FSP) would beto conduct anationa survey of nonparticipants who are eligible for the program.
Because such a survey would have to overcome conceptual and operational challenges, the Food and
Nutrition Service (FNS) of the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) contracted with Mathematica
Policy Research, Inc. (MPR) to design and test asurvey of the reasons for nonparticipation among low-
incomeworking and elderly households.® This report discusses our experiences conducting a pretest of
this survey and our recommendations for the design and fielding of alarger national survey about the
reasons for nonparticipation in the FSP.

Why should we care about low rates of participation in the FSP? Thisis an especialy pertinent
guestion given that the aim of recent welfare reform legidation was to reduce the number of people
dependent on welfare. The answer isbecause the mission of the FSPisto provide food assstanceto all
personswho need it, so low participation rates may be an indication that the programis not fulfilling its
mission. If theprogram hasfeaturesthat discourage personswho need food ass stance from participating,
or if personsin need don’'t know about the program or how to apply, then changesin the program need

to bemadefor it tofulfill itsmisson. Onthe other hand, if people do not participate becausethey do not

*The number of personsdigible for the Food Stamp Program (FSP) was estimated from Survey of
Income and Program Participation (SIPP) dataand the number of FSP participants was cdculated from
FSP administrative data.

3Thiswas part of a study entitled Reaching the Working Poor and Poor Elderly.
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need food stamps, then thelow participation rateswoul d not be acausefor concern and program changes
would not be needed.

Wefaced three mgor chalengesin designing asurvey of the reasonsfor nonparticipation in the FSP.
Thefirst challenge wasto identify people who were eligible for the FSP but did not participate in the
program. No listsof these peopleexist, so we needed to start with arandom-digit-dialing (RDD) sample
frame. Second, to identify persons who were eligible for food stamps, we needed to strike a balance
between asking detailed and often senditive questionsto make an accurate determination of digibility, and
keeping the screening interview short and the response rate high. The third challenge wasto develop
questionnairesthat collected sufficient information toidentify the reasonsfor nonparticipation. In previous
surveys about nonpartici pation, the questions had elicited responsesthat were too vagueto inform policy
decisions (McConnell and Nixon 1996).

Thisreport discussesour experiences meeting these challenges. We addressthree broad questions:

1. How well did the procedures work for identifying respondents for the survey?
2. How well did the questionnaires collect the information they were designed to collect?
3. Do the questionnaires collect sufficient information to address the questions of why working
and elderly households have low rates of participation in the FSP?
Each of the next three chapters of thisreport addresses one of these questions. We conclude the report
with adiscussionof our conclusonsand recommendations. Therest of thisintroductory chapter describes

the survey pretest.



A. OVERVIEW OF THE PRETEST

Thegtructure of the pretest wascomplex. It used two sampleframes(an RDD frameand alist frame),
10 different instruments (2 screening interviews and 8 main questionnaires), and two interview modes
(telephone and in-person). Figure I.1 illustrates the structure of the pretest.

The RDD frame was used to identify FSP nonparticipantswho werelikely to be digible for food
stamps. We called nearly 17,000 tel ephone numbersto identify 484 nonparticipants who were likely to
bedigiblefor food stampsand met our other criteriafor inclusoninthesample. Weasoidentified 92 FSP
participantsusing RDD. The pretest of the RDD survey began in January 1998 and lasted about three
months. Another 86 FSP participants were identified from alist of program participants provided by state
FSPagencies. A short screening interview was used to check whether the respondents met our criteria
forinclusoninthesample. Thelist-frame survey began in February 1998 and lasted about two months.

Respondentswho met our criteriafor inclusion in the sample were administered amain questionnaire
that asked about their experienceswith the FSP and, if they were nonparticipants, about the reasonsthey
did not participate in the program. We developed eight different versions of the questionnaire. Each type
of respondent--working nonpartici pant, working parti cipant, € derly nonpartici pant, e derly participant--was
administered adifferent questionnaire. Andfor each type of respondent, we used two different lengths of
interviews--a short and along version.

Inanationa survey on nonparticipation, both the screening questionnairesand the main questionnaires
would be administered by tel ephone to househol ds that haveworking telephones but both the screening
and the main questionnaires would be administered in-person to househol ds without telephones. Inthe
pretest, we tested whether the main questionnaires worked well in-person by administering about 15

percent of the main questionnaires in-person. The other 85 percent of the



FIGURE I.1
OVERVIEW OF PRETEST

Random-Digit-Dialing List-Frame
(16,648) (253)

Nonparticipants Identified

(484) Participants Identified

(178)
|
Working Elderly Working Elderly Interviews Not
Identified Identified Identified Identified Attempted®
(210) (158) (82) (84) (128)
Short Telephone Short Telephone Short Telephone Short Telephone
— Interviews — Interviews — Interviews — Interviews
77) (45) 27 (34)
Short In-person Short In-person Short In-person Short In-person
— Interviews — Interviews — Interviews — Interviews
(10) 6 (10) 9
Long Telephone Long Telephone Long Telephone Long Telephone
— Interviews — Interviews — Interviews — Interviews
(76) (69) (30) (26)
Long In-person Long In-person Long In-person Long In-person
— Interviews — Interviews — Interviews — Interviews
(14) 6 (6) (6)

aThese interviews were not attempted because either the respondent spoke Spanish or the target for that type of respondent had been met.



questionnaires were administered by telephone. To contain the cost of the pretest, we conducted dll of the
screening interviews by telephone.

The main questionnaireswere administered using hard-copy instruments, both when administered by
telephone and by person. Boththe RDD and ligt-frame screening interviews were conducted by telephone
using computer-assi sted-tel ephone-interviewing (CATI).*  With CATI, the interview questions are
displayed on acomputer screen and the interviewers type the responses directly into the computer. The

advantages of CATI over using a hard-copy interview are:

C Itallowscomplicated skiplogic. Thecomputer will automatically follow the questionnaire
skiplogic. For example, inthe RDD screening interview, the CATI system automatically
presented different questionsto respondents who said they received food slamps and to those
who said they did not.

C Itcan performcalculations. The CATI system automatically determined FSP-eligibility
based on responses to the screening questions so that the interviewers were not required to
do manual calculations.

C It aids in managing the sample. CATI automatically assigns respondents to the
gppropriate sample cells(such asworking nonparticipants) and maintainsrecords of the status
of each cell.

C Itaidsinthescheduling of interviews. CATI automatically selects the telephone number
to be dided and schedules callbacks to unsuccessful contacts at different times of theday and
on different days.

C Itavoidscostly data entry. The dataare dready in electronic form and can be more easily
transformed into an analysis datafile.

“Some of the statistical resultsthat are used in this report were produced using computer programs
madeavailablethrough the Computer-Assisted Survey Methods Program (CSM), University of Cdlifornia,
Berkeley. Neither the CSM staff nor the University of Californiabear any responsibility for theresultsor
conclusions presented here.



With CATI, up-front programmingisrequired for eechinstrument. Thesavingsfromusing CATI will
offset these programming costsif the sampleislarge, asit wasfor the screening interviewsin the pretest.
However, because the number of respondentsfor each main questionnaireinthe pretest wassmal, it was
more efficient to administer the main questionnaires using hard-copy instruments rather than CATI.

The pretest took placein eight Sitesin ten counties: (1) Suffolk County, Massachusetts, (2) Galveston,
Texas, (3) AdamsCounty, Colorado, (4) Philadel phia, Pennsylvania, (5) Ramsey County, Minnesota, (6)
Durham, North Caroling, (7) Bedford County, Pennsylvania, and (8) Murray, Lincoln, and Lyon Counties,

Minnesota.

B. THE SCREENING INTERVIEWS

Toidentify respondentsfor thefull survey, we used ashort telephone screening interview. (Volume
I of thisreport contains copies of the screening interviews). The screening interviews contain anumber
of “tests’ to determinewhether therespondent isdligiblefor inclusion in thesample. Oncethe screening
interview determined that arespondent wasnot eligible for inclusion in the sample, theinterview was
concluded. Respondentswho were found eligible for inclusionin the sample were administered amain
guestionnaire.

A respondent was determined ligible for incluson in the sampleif hisor her household contained
either aworking or an elderly person and either (1) the household was participating in the FSP and had
applied for benefitsin the previousthree years, or (2) the household was not participating in the program
but waslikely to be eligible for food stamp benefits. We required that participating respondents had

applied for food stamps within the previous three years so that the respondents could



clearly recollect their experiences applying for food stamps. Our criteriafor whether ahousehold was
counted as working, elderly, a FSP participant, or a FSP nonparticipant were as follows:
C Working. A household was counted asworking if any adult in the household worked for pay
during either thecurrent or previousmonth. Thetwo-month time period dlowed ustoinclude

peoplewho had some recent attachment to the labor market but were not currently working.

C Elderly. A household was counted aselderly if anyonein the household was 60 years of age
or older.

C FSP Participant. A household was counted as participating if anyone in the household
received FSP benefitsin either the current or previous month (and had applied within the past
three years). We included households who reported receiving food stampsin the previous
month, assome people may not view themsaves as participating if they have not yet received
their benefits for the current month.

C FSP Nonparticipant. A household iscounted asnot participating if no-onein the household
received FSP benefitsin the current or previous month.

Determining whether apersonislikely to bedigiblefor the FSPrequiresalot of detailed information--
morethan we could collect in ashort screeninginterview. Hence, we chosethefollowing rdatively smple
criteriato Smulatethe FSP-dligibility determination process.® Respondentswere considered categorically-
eligiblefor food sampsif they reported that everyonein their househol dsreceived during either the current
or previousmonth Temporary Assistancefor Needy Families(TANF), Supplemental Security Income
(SSl), or General Assistance (GA). If everyone in the household did not receive these benefits, the
respondent was consdered likely to be eigible for food sampsonly if dl of the following tests were met:

1. Their household income was less than 130 percent of the poverty threshold. This

smulatesthe FSP-dligibility test that requires gross household income not to exceed 130
percent of poverty. Although elderly householdsand householdsthat contain disabled

*These criteriawere based on the findings of astudy of the errors that would be made predicting FSP
eigibility using survey data (McConnell 1997).



persons are not subject to this gross income eligibility test, they are subject to a
requirement that income net of certain expenses and deductions does not exceed 100
percent of poverty. Assimulating the netincometest requirestoo many detailed questions
for ashort screening interview, we approximated the net income test with the requirement
that gross income must not exceed 130 percent of poverty for elderly and disabled
households.

. The household did not own any vehicle that was manufactured in the past five
years. For most FSP gpplicants, thefair market vaue of their vehicles (exceeding $4,650)
iscounted asan asset. McConndl (1997) found that the age of the household' svehicles
wasagood proxy for their value and agood predictor of whether ahousehold wasdligible
for food stamps.

. The value of the household’'s financial assets was less than $3,000 if the
household contained an elderly person, and $2,000 if the household did not
contain an elderly person. The FSP asset digibility test requiresthat the value of al
counted househol d assets, including the counted val ue of vehicles, do not exceed these
levels.

. The household had not been informed by the FSP that it is in€ligible for food
stampsin the previous two months. Thiswill screen out some respondents who may
beindigiblefor other reasons, such asthey do not meet the citizenship requirement or they
are able-bodied adults without dependents who have not met the work requirement.

If the respondent passed these tests, the interviewer determined who in the household should be
administered amain questionnaire. Our criterion wasthat arespondent to anonparticipant questionnaire
should be the person in the household who would apply for food stampsiif the household decided to
participate and that the respondent to aparti cipant questionnaire should be the person in the household who

last applied for food slamps. This meant that the respondent to the main questionnaire sometimes differed

from the person who was administered the screening interview.

Using the responses to the screening interview, the computer determined whether an eligible
respondent should be administered a working nonparticipant, an elderly nonparticipant, aworking
participant, or an elderly participant questionnaire. The computer determined randomly whether a

respondent should be administered ashort or along questionnaire. It aso determined, by the respondent’s
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zZip code, whether the questionnaire would be administered by telephone or in-perstn. the main
guestionnairewasto be administered by telephone, theinterviewer administered the questionnairedirectly
after completing the screening interview. If the questionnaire was to be administered in person, at theend
of the screening interview the interviewer would tell the respondent that aninterviewer would be calling
within one week to arrange an interview in his or her home.

Toidentify personswho arelikely to be digible for food samps but not recaiving them, we used RDD.
In RDD, the sample frameincl udes tel ephone numbers of householdswith high income and householdsthat
contain neither aworking nor an elderly person. Thus respondents were first asked a set of screening
questionsto establishtheir digibility for the survey. If weidentified from the RDD sampleframeaFSP
participant who was in an elderly or working household, and had applied for food stamps within the

previousthreeyears, weincluded the partici pant in the sample and administered apartici pant questionnaire.

We dso used alist frame developed from program-records files to locate FSP participants. We
requested that the states in the study provide uslists of current FSP participants who were in either a
working or an elderly household. We sent theliststo thelocal FSP offices, where caseworkers updated
the addresses and tel ephone numbers of persons on the sample frame. Persons on thelig-frameweredso
administered a screening interview to check that they met the criteriafor inclusion in our sample. If we
found personson the list-frame who were no longer receiving food stamps, they were deemed ineligible
for the survey.

The screening interviewswere conducted in English and a so, when needed, in Spanish. However,

we did not translate the main questionnaires and so did not conduct any main interviews in Spanish.



C. THE MAIN QUESTIONNAIRES

Respondents who met our criteriafor inclusion in the sample were administered a questionnaire
designed to collect information about the reasons for nonparticipation.® We designed eight versions of the
guestionnairesthat differ accordingto: (1) whether they were to be administered to personsin working
or elderly households; (2) whether they were to be administered to participants or nonparticipants, and (3)
whether they were*® short” or “long” in thetimerequired for their adminigiration. (Volumell of thisreport
includes copies of all the questionnaires).

Weincluded FSP participantsin our survey so that we could compare the experiences, attitudes, and
characteristics of participants and nonparticipants. To facilitate this comparison, the participant and
nonparticipant questionnaires are similar. For example, they both ask respondents about their previous
experienceswiththe FSP. Theworking and el derly questionnairesare smilar becausein focusgroups of
low-income working and elderly persons conducted for this study in 1996, the two groups gave Smilar
reasonsfor not participatingin the FSP (Ponzaand McConnell 1996). The main differencesarethat the
guestionnairesfor the respondentsin working househol dsinclude a section that asks about employment
and the questionnairesfor the respondentsin elderly householdsinclude a section that asksabout hedlth.
Thelong verson of the questionnaires mainly differsfrom the short versoninthat it contains questions about
employment, income, expenses, and food assi stance from other sourcesthat are not included in the short

version. It also contains more guestions about food security.

®In-depth cognitive tests of the screening interviews and questionnaires were conducted in two counties
in TexasinMarch 1997. Thequestionnaireswererevised to takeinto account thefindingsfrom these tests
(Ponzaet a. 1997).
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The main questionnaires covered the following topics:

C Reasons for Nonparticipation (Section E). This section was included in the
nonparticipant questionnaires only. Respondents were asked in aseries of closed-ended
questionswhether a specific factor wasareason they did not participate. It wasimportant
to ask closed-ended questions as previous surveys have found that responsesto open-ended
guestions about reasons for nonparticipation have been too genera to be useful. We aso
asked respondents whether the reason was an “important” reason they did not participate and
asked them to name the one most important reason. For some reasons, weincluded follow-
up questionsthat asked about the reason in more detail. To ensure that we asked about all
factors, we also asked whether there were “other” reasons why the respondent did not
participate.

C History of FSP Applications (Section D). We collected information from both
participants and nonparticipants who had previoudy gpplied for food stampsin the past three
yearsabout the reasonsthey applied for food stamps, whether they applied for other benefits
at thetimethey applied for food stamp benefits, how the respondent applied for food stamp
benefits (such as, in-person or viaauthorized representative), and specific problems that they
maly haveencountered applying. Weal soidentified respondentswho started theapplication
process but did not complete it and probed for the reasons they did not compl ete the process.
We also asked participants about factorsthat hel ped them overcome barriersto applying for
or using food stamp benefits.

C FSPParticipation History (Section C). We asked both participants and nonparticipants
who previoudly received food stamps about their experiencesreceiving food stamp benefits
inthe past threeyears. We ask the nonparticipantswho previoudy received food sampswhy
they stopped receiving them.

C Knowledge of the FSP (Section B). Asalack of knowledge about how to apply for food
stamp benefitsor the FSP eigibility rulesmay lead to nonparticipation, the questionnaires
included questions about factorsthat may be related to the respondents’ knowledge of the
program. We asked both participants and nonparticipants whether they received food samps
as achild and whether they knew someone who received food stamp benefits.

C Employment History (Section H). We collected information on employment for two
reasons. First, factors related to employment (such as the stability of employment) may
influencethe decisonto participate inthe FSP. Second, information on earnings can be used
to make a more accurate determination of FSP digibility. Only the long versions of the
guestionnaires collected information on employment. All the long versions collected
information on earnings. Theworking questionnaires aso asked about the type of job worked
and the work history of the person in the household who worked the most hours.
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C Recept of Food Assistance from Other Sources (Section F). We collected information
onthereceipt of other food ass stancefor two reasons. Firgt, receipt of other food assistance
has been found to be correlated with recei pt of food stamps (M cConnell and Nixon 1996).
Second, because alack of need for food stamp benefitsis sometimes given asareason for
nonparticipation (Ponzaand McConnell 1996), it isimportant to know whether the reported
lack of needis because of receipt of food assistance from other sources. All thelong versions
of the questionnaires contain questions about the receipt of other food assistance.

C Food Security (Section G). In focus groups conducted for this study, people who said they
did not need food stamp benefits aso admitted to sometimes going without food (Ponzaand
McConnell 1996). From apolicy perspective, it isimportant to determine whether the
respondents who say they do not need food stamps are actually food secure. All
guestionnaires contained questions to determine the food security of the respondents
households.

C Health (Section I). Assome dderly persons may have difficulties gpplying for and/or using
food stamps, we asked questions about the general health and physical and cognitive
functioning of the respondent. We did not ask these questionsin theworking questionnaires.

C Social Supports(Section J). The presence of socia supports may be an important factor
indetermining participation inthe FSP. It may indicate the extent to which family and friends
can act as asafety net to the respondent. We asked in the long questionnaires a series of
questionsabout thelength of timethe respondent haslived in the neighborhood, thefrequency
of social visits, and whether the respondent’ s relatives live close by.

C Incomeand Expenses(Section K). Information onincome and expenses of the respondent
isimportant for two reasons: (1) economic factors, such asincome, may influence the
decision to participate, and (2) information on income and expenses will be used to makea
moreinformed decis on about whether therespondent isFSP-eligible. Thequestionnairesa so
asked about household vehicles. This section was included in the long questionnaires only.

¢ Household Composition and Demographic Information (Sections A and L).
Information on the demographic composition of the household is collected because it may
determinethelikelihood of participation. In addition, thisinformation can be used as covariates
when examining factorsthat affect the decision to participate in the FSP. We aso asked
about citizenship--a factor that may affect FSP-eligibility.

We adminigtered the questionnairesto 451 respondents. Theinterviewswere divided gpproximately

equally between respondentsfrom working househol dsand respondentsfrom el derly households. About

two-thirdsof therespondentswere nonparticipantsand one-third of the respondentswere participants.
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We conducted 69 (15 percent) of theinterviewsin-person. Theremainder of theinterviewswere
conducted by telephone. To contain the cost of the pretest, the in-person interviewswere al conducted
in areas with specific zip codesin two of the eight pretest Sites. All the main questionnaires, in both in-

person and telephone sites, were administered by an interviewer using a hard-copy questionnaire.

D. SITESELECTION

We chose to conduct the pretest in elght Sites rather than selecting a nationwide probability sample,
becauseit reduced the costs of in-person interviews and obtai ning program records, while still providing
sufficient information to thoroughly test the questionnaires and methods for identifying FSP-eligible

nonparticipants. The eight sites were:

1. Suffolk County, Massachusetts (Boston)
2. Galveston, Texas

3. Adams County, Colorado (Denver)

4. Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

5. Ramsey County, Minnesota (Minneapolis)
6. Durham, North Carolina

7. Bedford County, Pennsylvania

0o

. Murray, Lincoln, and Lyon Counties, Minnesota

Telephoneinterviewswereconducted inall eight Stes. In-personinterviewswere conducted in Galveston,
Texas and Durham, North Carolina.
The steswere salected with acombination of random and purposive sampling. The sampling took

placeintwo stages. Inthefirg stage, we randomly selected sx areas corresponding to the Census defined
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metropolitan statistical areas(MSAS) and primary metropolitan Satistical areas(PMSAS). Oneareawas
selected from each of six of the seven FSPregions. We stratified the sampling to include at |east two
M SAswith Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT) (Gaveston and Raleigh’) and two large metropolitan areas
(Philadel phiaand Boston), two medium-sized metropolitan areas (Denver and Minnegpalis), and two smdl-
sized metropolitan areas (Galveston and Raleigh).

In the second stage, we randomly selected one urban county within eech MSA/PM SA from counties
that have 10 percent or more of their population in poverty. In onerandomly selected M SA/PM SA--
Philadel phia--we sdected only from counties that dso had 20 percent or more of their population over 60
years of age. To select the two rura sites, we first randomly selected two of the six study states--
Pennsylvaniaand Minnesota. We chose the two rural sitesin states that aso contain an urban siteto
reduce the cost of collecting program-records data. We then randomly selected arura county in the
chosen state from alist of rura countiesthat have poverty rates of 10 percent or more. Because the
selected countiesin Philadel phia, Boston, and Galveston werelarge and contained many FSP offices, we
selected an areawithin each county as our site? Conversdly, the population of Murray County was too

small, so we expanded the definition of the site to include adjacent Lincoln and Lyon Counties.

E. BEHAVIORAL CODING AND INTERVIEWER COMMENTS

'Raleigh isthe M SA that contains Durham.

8These areaswere salected by asking the FSP agency for areaswith ahigh concentration of working
or elderly persons.
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In most ways, the pretest was administered like aregular survey with asmal samplesze. However,
we added two components to the survey to collect more information on the performance of the
guestionnaires.

First, thelast section of the questionnairesincluded aset of debriefing questionsfor theinterviewers.
These questions asked the interviewersto record any questions that respondents complained about or
found difficult to answer.

Second, we conducted behavioral coding on 40 of the completed interviews. Theseinterviewswere
divided roughly equaly among interviews using questionnaires of each type. Ten of the coded interviews
were conducted in-person. The coding involved taping theinterviews and then coding respondent and
interviewer behaviors during the interview.

Respondent behaviorsthat were coded included: long pauses before answering; asking interviewers
to repeat the question; obj ecting to the question; rel uctance to answer the question; asking theinterviewer
to dlarify the question; digressing when answering; or interrupting the reading of the question. Whileit isnot
necessarily aproblem if some respondents exhibit some of these behaviors, if many respondents exhibit
thesebehaviors, it usudly indicatesthat thereisaproblemwiththe question. Similarly, if interviewers make
wording changes, probe incorrectly, or do not follow the skip patterns, this may a so indicate a problem
with the questionnaire.

The coder aso noted whether the interaction between the interviewer and respondent was low,
medium, or high. A low interaction was coded if theinterviewer just asked the question and the respondent
gavean answer. Therespondent may have paused or made acomment before answering, but did not ask
theinterviewer for clarification. A medium interaction wascodedif theinterviewer asked aquestion, the

respondent asked for clarification or for the interviewer to repeat the question, the interviewer provided
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clarification or repeated the question, and then the respondent answered the question. A highinteraction
wascoded if theinterviewer was required to repeat or clarify the question at least twice after theinitia
asking of the question. For example, theinterviewer asked aquestion, the respondent asked aquestion,
the interviewer replied, and then the respondent asked another question requiring areply. A high

interaction may indicate a problem with the question.
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II. EXPERIENCESIDENTIFYING SURVEY RESPONDENTS

A mgor chdlengein conducting asurvey of thereasonsfor FSP nonparticipationisto identify persons
who are eligiblefor food stamps but are not receiving them. While the FSP agencies maintain lists of
program participants, no listsexist of personswho aredigiblefor, but do not receive, food stamps. One
of themain purposes of the pretest wasto investigate whether itisfeasible, at areasonable cog, to identify
eligiblenonparticipantsfor thesurvey using random-digit-dialing (RDD) and ashort screening interview.
This chapter discusses our experience inidentifying both eligible program nonparticipants and program
participantsusing RDD. We dso discussour experience using lists of program participantsto locate FSP
participants eligible for the survey.

Two main criteriaare used to assess our successinidentifying personsdigiblefor the survey--the
response rate to the screening interview and survey costs. A low responserate is a cause for concern
because findings from the survey will be biased if persons who do respond to the interview differ
fundamentally from those who do not respond in their reasonsfor nonparticipation, experiences with food
stamps, or generd attitudes. Costisawaysaconcern, especiadly sofor asurvey about nonparticipation
for which the survey costsarelikely to be high. In addition to thesetwo criteria, we also examine how
many respondentsare determined digiblefor food stamps by our RDD screening interview, but later inthe
main questionnairesreport income, vehicles, and expensesthat suggest that they areineligiblefor food
stamps.

The remainder of this chapter isorganized into three sections. Section A discusses our experience

identifying respondentsusing RDD. Section B discusses our experienceidentifying participantsusing alig-
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frame. We summarize our main findingsand discusstheir implicationsfor administeringthesurvey ona

national scalein Section C.

A. RDD SCREENING

Toidentify personswho weredigiblefor food slampsbut not participating in the FSP, we used list-
asssted RDD sampling. It was®ligt-asssted” inthat we purchased lists of telephone numbersinthechosen
sitesfrom acommercial vendor. The vendor createsalist of all possible telephone numbersin an area,
including both those that are listed in the telephone directory and those that are not.

To decrease thenumber of businesstelephone numberson thelists, the vendor removesdl telephone
numbersthat arelisted in theyellow pages but not the white pages of thetelephone directory and restricts
the sampleto telephone numbersfor which thereisat least one known residentia tel egphone number with
thesame eight first digits (including areacode). However, even after these steps, the sample includes
telephone numbersthat are not in service and tel ephone numbers of businesses and other nonresidential
organizations. Sothesurvey interviewer’ sfirst task when calling atelephone number isto determine
whether the number isin service and belongsto aresidence. If the telephone number isfound to be
working and it belongs to aresidence, the screening interview is conducted to determine whether the

respondent is eligible for amain questionnaire.

1. Response Rates

Theresponserateto the RDD screening interview was about 60 percent. Whilethisresponserate
is about the average for recent RDD telephone interviews, this rate is still a cause for concern.
Nonresponseto asurvey generates uncertainty about the validity of the survey’ sfindings. If nonresponse

was completely random it would not be a problem. However, we generadly do not know whether or not
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itisrandom. If nonresponse varieswith characteristics of interest, therewill be nonresponse bias--the
observed findingswill differ from the findings that would have been observed if there had been no
nonresponse.

The response rate to an RDD screening interview has two components: (1) the rate at which the
interviewer can determinewhether thetel ephone number belongsto aresidence, and (2) therateat which
the respondent completesthe screening interview. Table 1.1 summarizes the components of the response

rate.

a. Determining Residential Status

Interviewerscaled 16,648 different telephone numbersinthe RDD sample. They determined whether
the number worked and belonged to aresidence for 13,870 numbers--a.completion rate for determining
residential status of 83 percent. Of these 13,870 numbers, 8,623 (62 percent) numbers belonged to
residencesand 5,247 (38 percent) numberswere either not working or belonged to businesses or other
nonresidential organizations. Theinterviewerscalled each number up to 40 timeson different daysand at
different times of the day before the number was*“retired.” Even so, interviewers could not determine
whether 2,778 telephone numbers belonged to a residence, mainly because no-one answered the
telephone.

The completion rate for determining resdentia status varies considerably between RDD surveys, but
itistypicaly over 90 percent. One explanation for the low completion rate for determining resdentia status
inthisstudy wasthat thefield period for the RDD survey wasonly threemonths. MPR’ sexperience has
shown that the completion rate can increase significantly if thefield period is extended, allowing more

attempts at obtaining an answer to atelephone call over alonger period of time.
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TABLEII.1

COMPLETION AND RESPONSE RATES TO THE RDD SCREENING INTERVIEW

Total Numbers Dialed 16,648
Residential Status Determined 13,870
Residential 8,623
Nonresidential 5,247
Residential Status Unknown? 2,778
Rate of Completing Determination of Residential Status® 83.3%
Residential Eligibility Rate® 62.2%
Eligible for Screening® 8,623
Eligibility Determined 6,155
Eligible for main questionnaire 576
Working nonparticipants® 355

Elderly nonparticipants® 191

Working participants® 54

Elderly participants® 48

Ineligible for main questionnaire 5,579
Eligibility Unknown 2,468
Hung-up during introduction 231
Refused after introduction 815
Refused during screening interview 1,282
Language or disability prevented completion of interview 140

Rate of Completing the Eligibility Screening Interview' 71.4%
Rate of Eligibility for Main Questionnaires’ 9.4%
Response Rate" 59.5%
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TABLE I1.1 (Continued)

NOTES:

& Cannot determinewhether the tel ephone belongsto aresidence. Inmost cases, thetelephonewas never
answered.

b Thenumber of telephone numbersfor which residentia statusisdetermined asapercentage of thenumber
of telephone numbers dialed.

¢The number of telephone numbers which belong to a residence as a percentage of the number of
telephone numbers for which the residential statusis determined.

4Telephone numbers that belong to a residence.

€ Eligible respondents who are in both working and elderly householdsare counted as both working and
elderly. We identified 484 nonparticipants and 92 participantsin total.

"The number of respondents who completed the screening interview as a percentage of the number of
respondents eligible for screening.

9The number of respondents found eligible for the main questionnaires as a percentage of the number of
respondents who completed the screening interview.

" The number of respondentswho completed the screening interview as a percentage of the number of

residentia (both known and unknown) telephone numberscaled. Itisthe product of therate of completing
the determination of residential status and the rate of completing the eligibility screening interview.
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b. Determining Eligibility for the Survey
After determining that the telephone number belonged to aresidence, theinterviewer conducted a
short screening interview to determine whether the respondent was eligible for the survey. The
interview was designed so that most people who wereindigible for the survey completed the interview after
being asked only the first two questions. These questions asked about household size and whether
household income was less than an amount equal to 130 percent of the poverty threshold (an amount
dependent on the household’ ssize) If the respondent reported income of lessthan 130 percent of poverty,
theinterviewer then asked questions about whether the household contained either aworking or an elderly
person, food stamp recel pt, whether the househol d had recently been determined indigiblefor food slamps,
whether everyone in the household received TANF, GA, or SSI, and questions about the household’'s
assets. Wecount ascreening interview as* complete’ if the respondents answered sufficient questionsfor
usto determine whether the person waseligiblefor the survey. Wecompleted 6,155 screening interviews,
71 percent of the 8,623 telephone numbers that we determined belonged to residences.
The 2,458 persons who did not complete the screening interview can be divided into four broad
groups (see Table11.1):
1. Personswho hung-up the telephone during the introduction. Although the introduction
consisted of only four short sentences, this group comprised 9 percent of al respondentswho
did not. complete the screening interview and about 3 percent of al respondents dligiblefor
screening.
2. Personswho refused immediately after the introduction in the screening interview.
A further 33 percent of al respondentswho did not complete the screening interview (about
9 percent of al respondents) refused to answer any screening questions.
3. Personswho refused during the screening interview. Fifty-two percent of personswho

did not complete the screening interview (about 15 percent of all respondents) could not
answer or refused to answer a specific question in the screening interview.
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4. Persons who did not complete the screening interview because of language or

disahilities. Screening interviewswere conducted in English and Spanish.® About 6 percent

of respondents who did not complete a screening interview (2 percent of al respondents) did

not complete it because they spoke neither English nor Spanish or they weretoo ill or

incoherent to respond to an interview.
Just over 40 percent of the respondents who did not compl ete the screening interview were not even asked
thefirst question, suggesting that the length of the screening interview was not an important contributor to
NoNresponse.

To explorewhether there were specific questionsthat discouraged persons from completing the RDD
screening interview, we present a summary of the nonresponse to each questionin Table11.2. If a
respondent did not answer one of these questions, the screening interview was concluded after that
guestion. With one exception, the questions are listed in the order they are asked on the screening
interview. Theexceptionisthe question about whether the respondent had applied for food slampswithin
the past threeyears. Thisquestion was asked after the question about the receipt of food stampsbut only
of those respondents who received food stampsin the current or previousmonth. The second, third, and
fourth columns present the percentage of respondents who did not respond to each question (either
because they refused the question or because they said they did not know the answer) as a percentage of
all respondentsasked the question.’® Thelast column presentsthe percentage of al respondentswho did
not respond to the question asapercent of all respondentswho did not complete the screening interview.

A griking finding from Tablell.2 isthat nearly 10 percent of people who were asked thefirst question

(about how many people lived in their household) refused to answer it. Nearly 57 percent

°Just over 1 percent (103) of the RDD screening interviews were conducted in Spanish.
1°The denominator includes respondents who did not respond to later questions.

23



ve

TABLEII.2

DISTRIBUTION OF POINTS AT WHICH THE RESPONDENT BROKE OFF THE RDD SCREENING INTERVIEW

Percentage of Respondents Who Did Not Respond to the Question

Of All Respondents Who Broke Off

Of All Respondents Asked the Question During the Screening Interview
Don't Total

Question? Refused Know Nonresponse Total Nonresponse
sl. How many people live in your household? 9.6 0.2 9.8 56.9
slalab  Isyour income less than (130% of poverty)? 5.0 17 6.8 35.5
s2. Did you receive food stamps this month or last? 0.6 0.3 0.9 1.0
sA/5 Does anyone in your household work?

Is anyone in your household over age 607 0.8 0 0.8 0.8
s7. Does anyone in your household own avehicle? 0.5 0.2 0.7 0.5
s8. Was the vehicle manufactured in the previous 5 years? 0.5 0.7 1.2 0.5
s13. Is your cash and money in checking and savings accounts less than

($2,000/$3,000)? 5.2 23 75 3.8
sl4. Do you have any other assets? 0.7 0.7 14 0.5
s15. Are these other assets |ess than ($2,000/$3,000)? 0 4.6 4.6 0.2
s16. Isthe value of all your assets |ess than ($2,000/$3,000)? 0 0 0 0
sl9a. Did you apply within the previous three years? 0.9 2.6 35 0.9
Total number of respondents who began the screening interview - - 7,437 -
Total number of respondents who broke off during the screening interview - - - 1,282

NOTES:

aThe questions have been paraphrased for brevity.

bThe screening interview is considered incomplete if the respondent did not respond to both the question of whether the household contains a working person and the question about
whether the household contains an elderly person. The question numbers for participants are s23 and s24.



of all persons who began the interview but did not complete it, refused to answer the first question.
Including personswho refused before or during the introduction, over 70 percent of al personswho did
not complete the screening interview refused before the interviewer asked the second question.

The second question asked whether the respondent’ s househol d income was less than an amount
approximately equal to 130 percent of poverty for the respondent’ shousehold size* Eventhoughthisis
asengtive question and asked early in the interview, only about 5 percent of persons asked the question
refused and just lessthan 2 percent of personssaid they did not know the answer. Nonresponseto this
guestion accounts for about 36 percent of al persons who began the screening interview but did not
completeit. Personswho did not answer thefirst two questions account for 92 percent of the personswho
were asked the first question but did not complete the screening interview.

In an attempt to decrease nonresponse to the income question, one week into the pretest survey we
added an interviewer probe to the income question. If arespondent either answered “don’t know” or
refused to answer theincome question, the interviewer said to the respondent “ We do not need to know
your income, we only need to know if your income is below a certain amount. Your response will
be kept confidential” and then repeated the income question to the respondent. This probe was
successful in reducing nonresponseto the question. Of the 444 timesthe probe was used, the respondent
answered theincome question after the probe (after initialy refusing to answer thequestion) 77 times-—-a
rate of converting refusals of 17 percent.

As expected, the questions about assets also proved to be sengitive and difficult. The RDD screening

interview included four questions about respondents’ assets: (1) whether therespondent’ sliquid assets

HThe CATI system automatically selected the appropriate income threshold for the reported
household size. Theincome threshold was rounded to the nearest fifty dollars so that it would not givethe
impression that the respondent needed to know the exact amount of his or her household income.
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(cash and resourcesin checking and savings accounts) exceeded the asset threshold for FSP digibility, 2
(2) whether the respondent had any other assets, (3) whether the amount of these other assets exceeded
the asset threshold for FSP digibility, and (4) whether the liquid assets and other assets together exceeded
the asset threshold for FSP eligibility.

Of the persons asked thefirst asset question, over 5 percent refused to answer the question and over
2 percent did not know the answer. Of respondents asked this question, a higher proportion of persons
refused to answer it than refused to answer the income questions. The nonresponse to the second asset
guestion was very low. Thethird asset question--whether the amount of other assets exceeded the asset
threshold for FSP digibility--caused some difficulties. Whileno-oneinthe pretest refused to answer the
guestion, nearly 5 percent of those asked did not know the answer to the question. This reflects the
difficulty of the question. All the persons asked the fourth question responded to the question.

Despiterelatively high nonresponse rates to the asset questions, only 4.5 percent of al people who
broke off during the screening interview did so because of these questions. Thisisbecausethe questions
wereasked | ater intheinterview when many respondents had either already beenfoundindigible for the
survey or had refused to answer a prior question.

The question about whether the respondent last applied for food stamps within the previousthree
years, asked of participants, aso proved somewhat problematic. Although lessthan 1 percent of persons
asked this question refused to answer it, nearly 3 percent could not answer it. Thisisadifficult question
for respondentsto answer--they need to think back over aperiod of severd years; and whilefor program

adminigtratorsan “application” isawell-defined term, it may be aconfusing term to food stamp recipients.

The CATI system automatically sdlected the appropriate threshold based on whether the household
contained an elderly person.

26



The date the respondent last applied for food stamps can be easily confused with the date the respondent
first applied for food stamps or the date the respondent last recertified.

The other questionsin the screening interview had low rates of item nonresponse. Respondentsdid
not have any difficulties answering questions about whether they received food stamps, whether their
householdincluded aworking or an €lderly person, whether they owned avehicle, or whether thevehicle

was manufactured in the previous five years.

c. Overall Response Rates

The overall response rate to the screening interview was just under 60 percent. Following the
recommendation of the Council of American Survey Research Organizations (CASRO 1982), theresponse
rate was calculated as the number of completed screening interviews as a percent of the number of
residentia units, both known and unknown. The number of unknown residential unitswas estimated by
assuming that the proportion of residential telephone numbersamong tel ephone numbersinwhich the
residentia status was unknown isthe same asthe proportion of residential telephone numbers among
telephone number for which theresidentid statuswasknown. Using thisestimate, the overdl responserate
isequa to the product of the completion rate for determining resdential status and the completion rate for
determining eligibility for the main questionnaire.

Response ratesfor RDD interviews are typically low. Inareview of 39 RDD surveys, Massey,
O’ Connor, and Krotki (1997) found that the average response rate was 62 percent. About one-half of the
surveys had response rates between 60 and 70 percent. One-third of the surveys had response rates
below 60 percent. Only about one-sixth of the surveys had response rates above 70 percent. The
response rate to the pretest screening interview isin the same range as found in previous RDD surveys,

even though it asks difficult and sensitive questions.
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Both the completion and response rates varied by site, asillustrated in Table 1.3, Theresponserate
varied from just under 50 percent in Bostonto just over 70 percent intherural county in Minnesota. Both
the completion rate for determining residential status and the completion rate to the interview were lowest
inthebig city stesof Bostonand Philadelphia, and highest in therural Stein Minnesota. Low response
ratesin large metropolitan areas, especidly in the Northeast of the United States, have been found in other
studies (Cohen and Carlson 1992 and Kristal et al. 1993). If we exclude respondents from Boston and
Philadel phiafrom our sample, the response rate to the pretest increases nearly three percentage pointsto

over 62 percent.

2. Resource Requirementsfor Identifying Respondents Using RDD

Animportant factor in designing any survey isitscost. Because householdsthat are éigible for food
stampsare not common, an RDD survey requires many phone callsto identify FSP-dligible households.
Thefocusonworking and e derly householdsaddsto thedifficulty of finding respondentseligiblefor the
survey. Thissection beginswith adiscussion of the rate at which we found respondentsdigible for themain
questionnaires, and then discussesthe reasonswe found respondentsineligible for themain questionnaires.

We concludethe section with adiscusson of theamount of time spent by interviewerson RDD screening.

a. Rateat Which We Found Respondents Eligible for the Survey

Themost important determinant of the cost of the RDD screening interview isthe number of callsthat
need to be madeto identify thetarget number of respondents. One of the main determinants of thisisthe
eligibility rate--the number of respondents that we find are eligible for the survey as a percent of the
number of respondentswho completed ascreeninginterview. Thedigibility ratesare presentedin Table

I1.4, separately by site and by working nonparticipants, elderly
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TABLEII.3

COMPLETION AND RESPONSE RATESTO THE
RDD SCREENING INTERVIEW, BY SITE

Completion Ratefor ~ Response Rate

Completion Rate for Determining to RDD

| dentifying Eligibility for Main Screening
Site Residential Status® Questionnaires® Interview®
Urban
Suffolk, MA (Boston) 73.6 67.5 49.7
Galveston, TX 84.4 71.8 60.6
Adams, CO (Denver) 85.8 71.6 61.4
Philadelphia, PA 80.5 67.8 54.6
Ramsey, MN (Minneapolis) 84.4 74.8 63.1
Durham, NC 85.2 71.2 60.6
Rural
Bedford, PA 89.4 74.0 66.2
Murray, MN 90.9 77.6 70.6
All 83.3 714 59.5

NOTES:

aThe number of telephone numbersfor which residentia statusis determined as a percentage of the number
of telephone numbers dialed.

®The number of respondents who completed the screening interview as a percentage of the number of
respondents eligible for screening.

“The number of respondents who completed the screening interview as a percentage of the number of
residential (both known and unknown) telephone numbers called.
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TABLEIl.4

RATE AT WHICH RESPONDENTS TO THE RDD SCREENING INTERVIEW
WERE FOUND TO BE ELIGIBLE FOR THE MAIN QUESTIONNAIRES, BY SITE

Nonparticipants Participants
Percentin  Percent

Site Poverty Elderly Working  Elderly All2 Working  Elderly All2 Total

Urban

Suffolk, MA (Boston) 18 16 3.6 2.3 5.8 0.5 0.5 0.9 6.7

Galveston, TX 16 15 7.1 35 9.4 0.8 0.8 1.3 10.7

Adams, CO (Denver) 10 11 5.6 2.3 7.1 0.6 0.4 0.9 8.1

Philadelphia, PA 20 20 10.1 4.5 12.9 2.2 1.7 3.7 16.6

Ramsey, MN (Minneapolis) 11 16 55 4.2 8.6 0.8 0.8 13 9.9

Durham, NC 12 14 4.2 2.8 6.0 0.6 0.8 1.3 7.3

Rural

Bedford, PA 14 21 6.4 4.8 10.0 04 0 04 104

Murray, MN 14 26 55 4.2 8.6 0.8 0.8 12 9.9

All 13 17° 55 31 7.9 0.9 0.8 15 94
NOTES:

aTherate for al nonparticipants/participantsis not equal to the sum of the rates for the working and elderly because some households contain both a
working and an elderly person.

b The national rate for the U.S.



nonparticipants, working participants, and el derly participants. Assomehouseholds (about 12.5 percent)
contain both working and elderly persons, the sum of the digibility ratesfor working nonparticipants (or
participants) and e derly nonparticipants (or participants) exceedsthe overal digibility rate for identifying
respondentsin either working or elderly households.*®

Overdl, wefound 576 personseligiblefor one of the main questionnaires out of 6,155 personswho
completed the screening interview--an eigibility rate of 9.4 percent. Of the personswho completed the
screeninginterview, wefound 6.6 percent who met our criteriafor the working questionnairesand 3.9
percent who met our criteriafor the elderly questionnaires.*

Estimates using survey data from the 1994 Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP)
suggest that just over 5 percent of U.S. households are ligible for the FSP and contain a person who
works, and just lessthan 5 percent of U.S. households are eligible for the FSP and contain an elderly
person (Stavrianos 1997). Our findings on the prevaence of FSP-eligible working and ederly households
aresimilar.

We were surprised by the relatively high number of nonparticipants we found for each participant.
For every 100 people who completed the screening interview, we identified 7.9 FSP-eligible
nonparticipants (in either working or elderly households) and 1.5 participants (in either working or ederly
households). We found more than five nonparticipantsfor every participant, about Six times as many

working nonparticipantsfor every oneworking partici pant, and about four e derly nonparticipantsfor every

B)f wefound that ahousehold contained an el derly and aworking person, we only administered one
guestionnaire to the household. The CATI system determined randomly whether the respondent was
administered aworking or an elderly questionnaire.

¥The sum of these two percentages exceeds 9.4 percent because a respondent could be igible for
both aworking and an elderly questionnaire.
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one elderly participant. Stavrianos (1997) estimated that in 1994 there was just over one working
nonparticipant for every oneworking participant and just under two elderly nonparticipantsfor every one
elderly participant.

There arefour possible explanationsfor the discrepancy between our findings and thefindingsin
Stavrianos (1997). First, we screened out any participant who said that they last applied for food stamps
more than three years ago. Aswe show later, our findings suggest that without this screen we would
increase the number of participants that we identified by about 82 percent.

Second, the earlier study used datafrom 1994 while our findings are based oninformation collected
a the beginning of 1998. Since welfare reform there has been a decrease in participation in many welfare
programs, including the FSP, that cannot be explained by the decreasein poverty rates (which areusualy
good measures of FSP eligibility rates). Thiswould suggest a decrease in the FSP participation rate.

Third, respondents may have stated in the screening interview that they do not recelve food stamps
wheninfact they do. FSP participation istypically underreported in survey data. Comparisons of FSP
operations dataand 1992 SI PP data suggest that FSP participation is underreported by about 22 percent
inthe SIPP (Trippe and Sykes 1994). For this reason, Stavrianos used estimates of the number of FSP
participantsfrom FSP operations datarather than the SIPP. If thisexplanation istrue, thiswould cause
some concern because it suggests that some of the persons we believe are nonparticipants arein fact
participants. We do not think thisis a serious concern, as no respondent to a main nonparticipant
guestionnaire later reved ed that they were in fact a participant when asked about the reasonsfor their

nonparticipation.
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Fourth, itispossiblethat theresponserateto an RDD screening interview islower for participantsthan
for nonparticipants.™> Asmost personswho did not completetheinterview had broken off by thetimewe
asked about participation, we cannot tell whether the response rate differed between participants and
nonparticipants. (Although we do know the completion rate to the main questionnaire was higher for
participants.) If the response rates do differ between participantsand nonparticipants, thiswould bea
concern asit suggests differencesin the rate of response that depend on factorsrelated to the decison to
participate.

Thedigibility ratevaried by stefromlessthan 7 percent in Boston to about 17 percent in Philadel phia
Thedifferencesinthedigibility ratereflect differencesin poverty ratesand the percent el derly inthe survey
sites. Siteswith high poverty rates and/or large elderly populations, such as Philadelphia, Bedford, and
Murray, have high digibility rates. Siteswithlow poverty ratesand smaller elderly populations, such as
Ramsey (Minneapolis), havelower digibility rates. However, the poverty rates and the percent of the
population who are elderly do not explain al the differences--we found higher rates of eligibility in
Galveston than in Boston, despite Boston having a high poverty rate and a higher prevalence of elderly
persons than Galveston.

It isimportant to remember that the sites were selected only from counties which had poverty rates
of 10 percent or higher, and Philadel phiaand Murray were selected only from counties which aso had 20
percent of more of the population over age 60. In nationally-representative sites, we would expect the

eligibility ratesto belower. Based on an average of the éigibility ratesin the four Steswith lower rates of

BThisexplanation isa so consistent with the underreporting of FSP participation found in the SI PP.
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poverty and lesselderly populations,*® wewould expect thedigibility ratefor anationaly-representative

sample to be around 9 percent.

b. Reasons Respondents Were Found Ineligible for the Survey

The reasons respondents werefound indigible for the survey are presented in Table11.5. Thereasons
arelisted inthe order they are used in the screening interview to screen out respondents. All respondents
are first asked about the size of their household and whether their household income
exceeds 130 percent of poverty. Respondentswho report household income below that level and that they
do not receive food stamps need to satisfy six additional screening criteriato be eligible for the main
guestionnaires:

1. No-oneinthehousehold can have beeninformed that he or shewasindigiblefor food stamps

in either the current or previous month
2. The household must contain either aworking or elderly person
3. The household must not own a vehicle that was manufactured in the past five years

4. Thehousehold'scash and assetsin checking and savings accounts must not exceed the FSP
eligibility threshold

5. Other household assets must not exceed the FSP eligibility threshold

6. The value of al household assets must not exceed the FSP eligibility threshold

Thelast four screening criteriaare not applied if everyonein therespondent’ shousehold receives TANF,
GA, SSl, or other welfare benefits because the household is considered categorically eigiblefor food

stamps. Two additional screensare gpplied to participants: (1) they must have applied within thelast three

¥These sites are Galveston (Texas), Adams (Colorado), Ramsey (Minnesota), and Durham (North
Carolina).
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TABLEII.5

REASONS RESPONDENTS TO THE RDD SCREENING INTERVIEW WERE FOUND INELIGIBLE
FOR THE MAIN QUESTIONNAIRES

Number of Respondents Found Ineligible For

Number of Respondents® Each Reason as Percent of:
Found Ineligible All Respondents All Respondents
for Reason Who Who Were Found Who Answered the
Reason Answered the Ineligible Question
Questions
Income exceeds 130% of poverty 4,716 6,155 84.5 76.6

Nonparticipants

Had recently been informed that they were

ineligible for food stamps 32 1,095 0.6 2.9
Neither aworking nor an elderly personin the

household 207 1,063 3.7 20.2
Owned vehicle less than 5 years ol d® 194 856 35 22.7
Cash and assets in checking and savings accounts

exceeded limitP 142 662 25 215
Other nonliquid assets exceeded limit® 29 520 0.5 5.6
Total assets exceeded limit® 7 491 0.1 14

Passed all screens - 484 - -
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TABLE 11.5 (Continued)

Number of Respondents Found Ineligible For

Number of Respondents® Each Reason as Percent of:
Found Indligible All Respondents All Respondents
for Reason Who Who Were Found Who Answered the
Reason Answered the Ineligible Question
Questions
Participants

Last applied more than three years previously 155 344 2.8 45.1

Inconsistent response to question about when they

last received food stamps® 9 189 0.2 4.8

Neither aworking nor an elderly person in the

household 88 180 16 48.9

Passed all screens - 92 - 92

Total Number Of Respondents Who Completed a

Screening Interview - 6,155 - 6,155
Total Number of Respondents Found Ineligible 5,579 - 5,579 -

NOTES:
2 Only includes respondents who completed the screening interview.

® This question is skipped if the respondent reports that everyone in the household receives TANF, GA, or SSI.

¢Persons responded that they had received food stamps this month or last to question s2 but then responded that they had received last food stamps
more then one month ago when asked when they had last received food stamps in question s19.



years, and (2) the household must contain either aworking or an elderly person. Assoon asarespondent
indicatesthat they are not digible by not “passng ascreen” the interviewer endstheinterview by thanking
the respondent for his or her time.

For most respondents, a household income above the FSP digibility threshold was the reason they
were found ineligible for the main questionnaire. About 85 percent of all ineligible respondentswere
ineligible because their income wastoo high, and 77 percent of respondents who were asked about their
income reported that their income exceeded 130 percent of poverty.

Thequestion about whether the househol d contained aworking or €l derly person screened out about
20 percent of the nonparticipant households and nearly 49 percent of the participant households.

The asset questions a so screened out quite alarge number of nonparticipant households. If we had
not asked the asset questions, the main questionnaires would have been administered to 856
nonparticipants, nearly twice the number of nonparticipants (484) who actually passed al the screens.
Many nonparticipantswho werein fact ineligible woul d have been admini stered the main questionnaires
if we had not included the asset screens. Table 1.6 presents the number of nonparticipants who did not
pass the asset screens, broken down by whether the respondent is working or elderly. Although the
differencesare not large, respondents from working househol dswere more likely than respondentsfrom
elderly householdstofail the vehicletest and respondentsfrom elderly househol dswere morelikely than
the ones from working households to have cash or other assets that exceeded the threshold.

About 45 percent of participants said that they had not applied for food stampsin the previousthree
years and o were screened out. If this question had not been used as a screen, we estimate that we would

have identified 167 participants for the main questionnaire, about 82 percent more than
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TABLEII.6

FAILURE TO PASS ASSET SCREENS IN RDD INTERVIEW, BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT

Working? Elderly®
Number of Percent of Number of Respondents Percent of
Respondents Respondents Respondents
Who Were Who Who Passed Who Were Who Who Passed
Found Passed Previous Screens Found Passed Previous Screens
Ineligible  Previous Found Ineligible Ineligible  Previous Found Ineligible
Reason for Reason  Screens for Reason for Reason  Screens for Reason
Owned vehicle less than five
yearsold 157 635 24.7 65 327 19.9
Cash and assets in checking
and savings accounts exceeded
limit 96 478 20.1 58 262 221
Other nonliquid assets
exceeded limit 21 382 55 12 204 59
Tota assets exceeded limit 6 361 1.7 1 192 0.5
NOTES:

b Respondentsin a household that contains an elderly person. The household may also contain a working person.

@ Respondents in a household that contains a working person. The household may also contain an elderly person.



the 92 that we actually identified. We used this question as a screen because the survey asks participants
about their experiences applying for food stamps and we did not want to include participants who last
applied many years ago. Despite the relatively high nonresponse to this question (see Table 11.3), the
proportion of pretest participants screened out because they applied within three years (55 percent) isthe
same as the proportion of FSP participants that applied within the last three yearsin a cross-sectional
sample of FSP participantsin the 1991 SIPP (Gleason, Schochet, and Moffitt 1998).

Another screenfor the participants merits somediscussion. We asked personswho said they received
food stamps, when they last received food stamps and the amount they received. Nine respondents said
they last recelved food stamps more than two months previoudy. Asthisdirectly contradicts the response
that these persons gave earlier in the screening interview that they had received food stampsin the current

or previous month, we treated these respondents as ineligible for the survey.

c. Interviewer Time Spent on RDD Screening

The most important determinant of the cost of asurvey isthe number of hours spent by the telephone
interviewers on the screening. The amount of time spent by interviewers on RDD screening during the
pretestisshownin Tablell.7. Time spent screening includesall time spent by telephone interviewers
conducting the screening.’”  Thisincludes time spent logging on to the CATI system, calling numbers,
determining whether the number belongsto aresidence, talking with supervisors, and time between calls.

Tablell.7 aso presents the average number of times each telephone number was caled during the pretest.

YThe estimates were made using eectronic records of thelength of timeinterviewers spent logged on
tothe RDD CATI program, dectronic records of thelength of timeinterviewersspent logged onto thelist-
frame CATI program, interviewer-recorded time spent administering the main questionnaires, and records
of hours worked from the interviewers' time-sheets.
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A tota of 46 telephoneinterviewers™® spent 3,347 hoursidentifying the 576 persons digible for the
main questionnaires--about 5.8 hoursfor each eligible respondent. Each telephone number wascalled
between 1 and 40 times. On average, each number was called 5.4 times. The interviewers spent an
average of 12 minutes per telephone number on screening.

Most of the interviewers' time was spent not on conducting interviews, but on dialing numbers,
determining residential status, and attempting to persuade therespondentsto completetheinterview. The
RDD screening interview took on average less than four minutes.

Theamount of interview time required to identify respondents usng RDD isdriven by the amount of
timeit takesto identify the type of respondent that isleast prevaent in the population. The additiona cost
of identifying other types of respondents that are more prevaent in the population is negligible because
types of respondents with ahigher prevalence are identified in the course of screening for the target
population with thelowest prevaence. For example, because € derly nonparticipantsarelessprevaent than
working nonparticipants, theamount of timerequired to identify 1,000 el derly nonparticipantsand 1,000
working nonparticipants will not be much more than the amount of timeit takesto find 1,000 elderly
nonparticipants and no working nonparticipants.

Table 11.8 illustrates how many telephone numbers would need to be called to identify 100
respondents of each type and how much interviewer time it would take to screen each eigible respondent.

These estimates are based on the assumptions that the response rate for each type of

BNot all of theinterviewersworked throughout the pretest. Asistypical, therewas some attrition of
the interviewers and in later stages of the pretest we used only the more productive interviewers.
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TABLEII.7

NUMBERS CALLED, TIMES EACH NUMBER DIALED, AND TIME SPENT ON
INTERVIEWING: RDD SCREENING

Telephone numbers called 16,648
Average times number was dialed 54
Total time spent on screening (hours)? 3,347
Average time spent screening per number called (minutes) 12
Average time spent screening per eligible respondent (hours) 5.8

NOTE:

4ncludesal time spent by tel ephoneinterviewerson RDD screening. Thisincludestime spentlogging into
the CATI system, calling numbers, determining residential status, talking with supervisors, and time between
cals.
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TABLE .8

ESTIMATES OF RESOURCES REQUIRED TO IDENTIFY SURVEY
RESPONDENTS USING RDD

With Eligibility Rate Expected
With Nationally-Representative

With Pretest Eligibility Rate? Sites”
Numbers Average Time Numbers Average Time
Cdled to Spent Screening Cdled to Spent Screening
[dentify 100 Per Eligible Identify 100 Per Eligible
Eligible Respondent Eligible Respondent
Respondent Group Respondents (Hours) Respondents (Hours)
Working nonparticipants 4,690 94 4,896 9.8
Elderly nonparticipants 8,716 175 9,100 18.3
Working participants 30,830 61.9 32,187 64.7
Elderly participants 34,683 69.7 36,209 72.8

NOTES:

2|n the pretest we found that 9.4 percent of respondents who compl eted the RDD screening interview were
eligible for the survey.

®\We expect that with nationally-representative sites, only about 9.0 percent of respondents who complete
the RDD screening interview would be eligiblefor the survey. Thisincreases the number of calls that need
to be made by 4.4 percent (9.4/9.0 = 1.044).
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respondent isthe same, and the amount of time spent calling each telephone number isthe sameasit was
inthe pretest. The estimates presented in the second and third columns are based on the rate at which we
found personséeligiblefor thesurvey inthe pretest. However, asurvey to obtain anationdly-representative
samplecould not belimited, asthe pretest was, to sitesthat do not havelow poverty ratesor small elderly
populations.  So we present in the fourth and fifth columns the number of calls needed and thetimeit would
take to make the calls based on an estimate of the digibility rate in nationaly-representative stes. We
estimatethat wewould need to call 4.4 percent moretel gphone numbersin nationa ly-representative sites
than we did in the pretest to identify the same number of respondents.*®

Because of the nature of an RDD survey, the amount of time required to identify one type of
respondent ishigher thanthe cost of identifying either aworking nonparticipant or an e derly nonparticipant
or aworking participant or an elderly participant aswedid inthe pretest (see Tablel1.7). Weestimate
that it would take an average of nearly 10 hours of interviewer timeto identify one working nonparticipant
and over 18 hoursof interviewer timeto identify oneelderly nonparticipant in anationaly-representative
survey. Toidentify 1,000 working nonparticipants and 1,000 e derly nonparticipantsfor anationd survey
would require interviewers to spend about the same time as it would take to identify 1,000 elderly
nonparticipants--18,300 hours.

Participantsfrom either working or ederly householdsare difficult toidentify usng RDD. Tablell.8
showsthat it takes an enormous number of hoursto identify a participant from either aworking or an
elderly household. Hence, it would not be efficient to identify participants usng RDD unlessit wasinthe

courseof identifying nonparticipants. Based on our pretest findings, we estimate that wewould identify 15

¥Inthe pretest, the digibility rate was 9.4 percent. We estimate that in nationally-representative sites
the eligibility rate would be 9.0 percent.
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working participants in the course of identifying 100 working nonparticipants (aratio of participantsto
nonparticipantsof 1to 6.6) and wewould identify 25 elderly participantsin the course of identifying 100

elderly nonparticipants (aratio of participants to nonparticipants of 1 to 4.0).

3. Further Eligibility Testsfor Respondents Who Passthe RDD Screening I nterview

Animportant purpose of the RDD screening interview wasto identify respondentswho were likely
to beeligiblefor food stamps. How well did it do? We cannot determine for sure whether respondents
who passed thetestsin the screening interview are FSP-eligible. To do so would require arespondent to
submit to thefull FSP application process.?® However, thelong nonparticipant questionnaires did ask for
detailed information about income, expenses, vehicles, and U.S. citizenship, information that can beused
to make a more accurate determination of eligibility than was made in the screening interview.?

To check the FSP-dligibility of nonparticipantsin our sample, we divided the 165 respondentswho
wereadministered long nonparti cipant questionnairesinto threegroups: (1) respondentsin householdswith
no elderly or disabled persons, (2) respondents in households with disabled persons and no elderly
persons, and (3) respondentsin households with ederly persons2 The FSP digibility rules differ dightly
for each of these groups.

Using thedatafrom thelong questionnaires, we gpplied four FSP-digibility teststo the nonparticipant

respondents.

\Wed so havenoinformation onwhether the screening interview screened out respondentswho were
FSP-eligible.

2Thelong questionnairesdid not ask about the amount of the household’ sfinancial assets. These
guestions were viewed as too difficult and sensitive.

ZFour of the respondentsin the third group were administered aworking questionnaire because their
households contained a working and an elderly person.
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C Wastheir total household income lessthan 130 percent of poverty? Thistest applies
only to respondents from nonelderly nondisabled households. Thistest wasaso appliedin
the screening interview. However, in the main questionnaire, respondents are asked to
provide data on their income by source, with theinterviewer naming each potential source.
Thisislikely tolead to less underreporting of income than when respondents are just asked
about their total household income, without any probing about sources.

C Wastheir net household incomelessthan 100 percent of poverty? Thisnet incometest
isgpplied to al householdsthat apply for food stamps. Net incomeistotal householdincome
minus six deductions: (1) a standard deduction of $134, (2) an earnings deduction of 20
percent of earnedincome, (3) out-of-pocket costs of dependent care up to amaximum per
month, (4) medical expenses of elderly or disabled persons that exceed $35 per person, (5)
legd ly-owed child support payments made by anoncustodia parent of achild living outside
the household, and (6) shelter costsin excess of 50 percent of remaining grossincome after
applying all other deductions, subject to acap of $250 for nonel derly nondisabled househol ds.

C Wasthe countable value of household vehicles greater than the asset limit? The FSP
eligibility criterionisthat countable household assets must not exceed $2,000, unless the
household iselderly and then they must not exceed $3,000. Thevaue of vehiclesisoftena
large component of the assets of |ow-income households (McConnell 1997). The FSP counts
assetsinahousehold' sfirst vehicleand vehicles used to commute to work asthefair market
vaue of thevehiclein excess of $4,650. They count assetsin other vehicles aseither thefair
market valuein excess of $4,650 or the equity inthevehicle, whichever islarger. Usingthe
pretest datawe check whether thetotal val ue of ahousehold’ s vehicles minus $4,650 exceeds
the appropriate FSP asset limit.

C IsthereanyU.S. citizen in thehousehold? With some exceptions, only U.S.citizensare
eligiblefor food samps. Using our pretest data, we check whether everyonein the household
isaU.S. citizen.

Thenumbersof nonparticipant respondentsto thelong questionnaireswho do not pass each of these

testsare presented in Table11.9. Out of 165 respondents, 63 or about 38 percent failed one or more of

the four tests using the datain the main questionnaires. So, asignificant proportion of the nonparticipants

in our sample may not be eligible for food stamps.
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or

TABLEII.9

NUMBER OF NONPARTICIPANT RESPONDENTS WHO PASSED THE RDD SCREENING INTERVIEW BUT SEEM TO BE
INELIGIBLE BASED ON INFORMATION GIVEN IN THE MAIN QUESTIONNAIRES

Nonelderly Nondisabled Nonelderly Disabled Elderly All Households

Failed Eligibil